Response to Comment R5-47 (continued)
are not included in the existing setting and impacts sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. However, information on how the Alamo River Silt TMDL will be applied, i.e., using interim targets and
the phased time periods for meeting these targets, is provided in Table 3.1-14 -Water Quality Standards/Significance Criteria in the Draft EIR/EIS. Also note that the footnote at the
bottom of Table 3.1-14 states that "[S]pecific measures and Best Management Practices designed to achieve the Draft TMDL requirements stipulated by the RWQCB Basin Plan are
included in the 1ID Revised Drain Water Quality Improvement Plan.

According to the Basin Plan, the silt TMDL for the Alamo River is to be phased in over a period of 13 years. Modeling results from the 1IDSS indicate that for the Proposed Project and
Project Alternatives, the 12-year, flow-weighted, water quality average for surface drains discharging to the Alamo River will be below the Phase 1 TMDL numeric criterion of 320 mg/L.
As more stringent TMDL numeric criteria are phased in, there is the possibility that over time, numeric criteria would not be met for the Proposed Project and various Project Alternatives
based on the predicted (modeled) water quality data.

Because the 1IDSS predicts impacts resulting from project implementation based on a Baseline condition that does not presuppose implementation of TMDLs, model results do not
reflect future improvements to drain water quality based on the application of TMDLs. Nevertheless, it is clear that the reductions in tailwater discharge and sediment loading resulting
from introduction of the Proposed Project are consistent with the objectives of TMDLs designed to reduce silt in [ID drains. Therefore, although the 11D Revised Drain Water Quality
Improvement Plan is currently being developed and information on how the silt TMDL may affect project actions cannot be described with specificity, it appears likely that project actions
will enhance the effectiveness of measures introduced under the TMDLs to control sediment discharge to the New and Alamo rivers.

For additional information, please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology —TMDLs in Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-48
The reference to the figure number is incorrect. The appropriate reference should be Figure 3.1-22. The typographical error has been corrected and is reflected in this Final EIR/EIS in
subsection 3.1 under Section 4.2, Text Revisions.

Response to Comment R5-49
A graph of the historic elevation and salinity of the Salton Sea has been incorporated into the text as Figure 3.1-24a and is reflected in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.1 under Section
4.3, Figure Revisions.

Response to Comment R5-50
In the discussion on COCs, the existing water quality conditions of the Sea are characterized based on available numeric data. This approach is used to establish baseline water quality
conditions from which to determine impacts. Impacts to water quality in the Salton Sea are defined by the significance criteria spelled out in Section 3.1.4.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These
impacts are determined by the numeric water quality standards established in both California and federal regulations.

Although it is possible to discuss chemical and biochemical inter-relationships that appear to be active in the Sea, we do not believe these relationships are sufficiently well understood
to allow them to be used as bases for predicting how the Sea would respond to changes in constituent loadings. At present, the Salton Sea Accounting Model (SSAM) is the only tool
available that provides reasonable predictions of how water quality and water quantity in the Sea would be affected by the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives. However, the
SSAM is only able to generate model results indicating predicted Salton Sea water elevation, area, and salinity concentrations. Therefore, the ability to predict future water quality
conditions in the context of complex chemical and biochemical inter-relationships is extremely limited and beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS.

As for the beneficial uses of the Sea, although all beneficial uses were not explicitly called out in the water quality section of the report, the beneficial uses and impacts relative to those

beneficial uses are discussed in the corresponding sections of the Draft EIR/EIS, including Biological Resources (Section 3.2), Aesthetic Resources (3.11), and Recreation (Section
3.6). However, the Project proponents agree with the suggestion of the commenter that, for clarity, these criteria should be included in the water quality section. Accordingly, the
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Response to Comment R5-50 (continued)

subsection 3.1.4.2 of Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS includes an additional table listing all of the beneficial uses and the numeric and narrative WQOs for the
potentially affected surface waters.

The terms "nutrients" and "other organic parameters" on page 3.1-75 in the Draft EIR/EIS will be clarified to eliminate the vagueness referred to by the commenter. Changes are
indicated in subsection 3.1 under Section 4.2, Text Revisions, in this Final EIR/EIS.

It was an oversight that sediment was not listed as a topic of discussion at the beginning of the text. We hope that the responses noted above will make the section more relevant to the
reader.

Regarding the comment on the readability, organization and relevance of the section, without a more specific comment no response is possible.
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AS-51

A5-52

A5-53

A5-54

A5.55

AS-56

¥

Com Fage Figgure, or

N, Number | Table Mo, _ Comment B
Sedimen is not lised as a wopic of dseussion i the beginmng of the secton, although
it is discussed in the text. The section showld be reorpanized and made more readahle
and more relevant.

3. 11-75 Second The statement 1hat salbwater criteria are more appropriate for the Salion Sea chonld be

paragraph supported ond explained, In many ways. the Sallon Sea is o unigue environment, with
its wwin issues, W which neitler freshwiter wor ccean water stanlands woald
necessarily be appropriate or protective. The EIRSELS is trving to fit a sqeare pegin a
round hole by wsing stanedard water guality critera as a measure of the significance of
impacts.

i, 11-B1 Sediment The discussion of sediment in the Sea should address both mineral sediment and
depostion of orgamc matter, A large porton of the sedimant Josd 2o the Seq s
organic mater, and a large part of th: sediment deposited on the Sea bodtom is
orpanic matter produced in the Sea.

38, 11-1m Bae. Although the significance eriteria lists many enteria, most of them have nothing to do

3142 with the project. The significance eriteriz should be thoughtfully reexamined 1o
icentify represeriative criteria by which an acourate appraisal of the effects of the
provject on the Sea can be made. The EIRETS shonld not rely on irelevant regalamsy
standards as a means of evaluating these effects, Other qualitative appreaches could
be used.

Under the heading of significance criteria, significance criteria for the Salton Sea
should be called out separately wo that they are ol confismed with crteria that may
apply 1o more standard waterbodies. like the Lower Colorado Fiver or the Salion Sea
tributaries.

M, | 1-133 Figures The projections of elevation, area, and salinity are plotted at difterent scales in these
31 31431 four figures, This makes comparisons of te proposed action and alternatives (o the
EREEHR 31.33, o project olternative difficult and makes them look deceptively similar Comparable
anl 3035 omd | graphs on all four figeres should be plotted ot the same scale o provide for fair
51-157 31-37 COMPALTISEIS.

40. | Existing wa | Figure 3.1- | The text doss not make clear what accours for the 49- KAFY reduction i the inflow
Banelis Lol 3.0 | we e Salwen Scawimder the asclioe sclnrve wo existing comdinons., Compane gures

W 3010 amed 3130 aned note tha ey show that the raducion From the river woald be
52 KAFY. The discussion of the derivation of the baseling inflow 1o the Salion Sea
lacks sufficent detal. Instead of \'EI.B!IEE}' :ef\:r:iilg 4] "‘.1|Jj|;s.l1:'u':||ls" thit were mide in
the Salton Sea accourting model to sceount for assumptaons shoul future baseline
conditions, the adjusiments should be deseribed.

Mode that the value of 39 KAFY seems to be inconsistent with the value of 56,856
acre-foet given For entitflement emforcement in Appendix F. Thens iz also a praphical
error on Figure 3.1-300in that the valee of 2,803 KAFY ot Mesa Lateral 5 does niot
match the value shown on the arow below the bext box,

4l. L1- 106 Impac: The discussion of impacts of selenium is 2 bit confusing since it includes discussions

W2 of TD% and TS, withowt explaining the ralntionship (if any) o sel=niom. The resalt

W4, s that the significance of selenium (and TS5 and TDE) s obscured.

W5, and

W7 The water quality criterion of 5 pa/L needs a reference. What is this criterion intended

(Selemum); | oo procect?

and Wi-3,

and W=t | The cosrcenmranion of selenivm B not the only issee; selenim foading is also

(TES amd important. The development of 1 selenium TMDL for the Alamo River, Imperial

TS and Valley drawns, amd the Salten Se shoubd be mentoned, and any propectrelated

other changes in loading should he discucssd.

COH5)
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Letter - R5
Page 14

Response to Comment R5-51
We will edit the text and replace the following statement:

"Although freshwater criteria apply to the rivers and canals discussed
elsewhere in this report, saltwater criteria are more appropriate for the
Salton Sea."

with the following sentence:

"Although freshwater criteria apply to the rivers and canals discussed
elsewhere in this report, in many ways the Salton Sea is a unique
environment, with its own issues, to which neither freshwater nor ocean
water standards would necessarily be appropriate or protective. The
exception to this statement is for selenium, where EPA has identified a
maximum concentration of 5.0 ug/L (see Table 3.1-14)."

Criteria for evaluation of impacts to the Salton Sea are discussed in
section 3.1.4.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the commenter is referred to
the revisions to this section in subsection 3.1.4.2 under Section 4.2,
Text Revisions, in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-52
The discussion of sediment does include some discussion, albeit
limited, of the organic content of sediment in the Salton Sea. This is due
in part to the limited information available on the organic qualities of the
underlying sediments. However, the sediment sources and
characteristics of the sediment delivered to the Sea are not likely to
change significantly as a result of project implementation. Therefore,
extensive discussion of organic character of the sediments is not
necessary.

Response to Comment R5-53
Even though the significance criteria in Section 3.1.4.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS may seem irrelevant to the commenter, the criteria are taken
from the CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) and form the basis from which
to determine whether a project may have a significant effect. The
hydrology and water quality criteria listed in Section 3.1.4.2 are
universal to each of the geographic areas affected by the Proposed
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Response to Comment R5-53(continued)
Project, including the Salton Sea. More specific criteria pertaining to water quality are presented in Table 3.1-14. Because the impacts listed for each of the geographic areas (LCR, 11D
and Salton Sea) provide specific information on whether a particular impact exceeds specific criteria, calling out separate criteria for water quality and hydrology in each of the
geographic areas would be redundant.

Response to Comment R5-54
The comment concerning different scales on Figures 3.1-31, 3.1-33, 3.1-35, and 3.1-37 is noted. The previous Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect this concern. This change is
indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.1 under Section 4.3, Figure Revisions.

Response to Comment R5-55
See Master Response on Hydrology /7 Development of the Baseline. Also, Figure 3.1-30 has been revised, See section 4.3, Figure Revisions.

Response to Comment R5-56

Comment noted.
The selenium concentration of 5 pg/L is the current EPA-established aquatic life criterion for chronic (long-term) exposures.

The Proposed Project will reduce both the volume of water and the mass of selenium imported into the [ID Water Service Area. Because the mass of selenium entering the IID system
governs the mass discharged to the Salton Sea, this reduction in imported selenium results in a reduction of mass loading to the Sea.

Refer to Impact BR-12 in the Biological Impacts Section of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Refer to the Master Response on Hydrology 7 Selenium Mitigation in Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS for additional information on selenium impacts.
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While the discussion of the water quality impact of selenaum might be reasonably
Timited inthis section o esceading 5 promulgsted water guality standard, the practical
impact of selenium would be on wildlife. The EIRSELS should provide 2 more realistic
and critical evaloation of the significamce 0F the increased levels of selenium

1F TMDLs are o be developed, then it seems reasonable that some sort of limits on
leadings maght be imposed. Wake e probably 1w soon o the developrmen: process
1o koo what the implementation approach might be, the EIRTELS should at least
address the issue.

Referring the reader to the biological impact evaluaion might be helpful.

J-112 -
L1-119

Tmpugt
WO-E

This ot appeeins o inglude v differem impagis; one is elfeces o Ineperial Valley
groundwater hydrology, and the other is inadvertent cverrun ond payback policy. The
description of U latler suggests that 1t was recently inclusded inthe proposed progect,
and that may ﬂ;pln'in w'hy ¥ doesn't hnve its owmn impn,;l number. 19 these are imended
L be separzle impacts, this should be comrected.

The impacts of the 0P should be referenced to the IOF EISEIR (Reclamation 20025,
The nuture of the interrelationship of the 10P EIS/EIR and the TIVSDOW A ETREIS
is wnclaar. For c:..'l.mp{,c. There are severzl unreconciled doflerences with respect tn the
quantities of water assumed for their respective baseline condstions. [F the 39 KAFY
Foer U LU 05 “iow part of the proposed progect,” then sould this fequare &
reevaleation of the appropnateness of deductmg 36 KAFY for “enntlemen
curtailment as @ resull of river alminstraon” from the baseling, as was apparently
v in the baseline modeling?

Drata presented in the [0 EESE, should be incorporated by reference amd summarszed
im the transfer EIRETS. The differences or linkage between the 36 KARY entitlement
enforcement value shown in the appendiz—the 59 EAFY 10F amount listed here and
b 45 ECATTY than cian be dhetermined by coneparing Tigwres 3,0 16 amd 3.1-30

should be discussed, or the inconsistencies should be eliminated.

It appeenrs thot The 1O wall nifset the entitlement enforcement and that the W00 could
be accomplshed by @ number of means, incluhng fallowing, whick would have a less
severe effiect on the Sea tien oiher Conservaton measure. [0 decisions ang yet w be
e 2hout how the TOP will be accomplished. ther the entitlement enforcement
correction should be removed fiom the project baseline, and the impacts of [OF
should either be included as pan of the proposed action or in the cumulative impact
SECTION

43,

31-120

Salton Sea
Warter
Conserva-
T ard
Transier.
Water
Cuantity
Impacts

The second paragraph states that the elevation of the Salion Sea 55 sxpected o drop
approximately 7 feet over a T3-vear period under the baszline assumpaions. Previous
comments have been directed at understarding how the baseline assumptions were
derived, s 1o the inberent complesity of the issues and the lack of ¢lasity with
which the EIRVELS describes them, we remain skeptical of the assumptions that result
in the Salton Sea losing 7 fzet of elevation under the no action altemative, Howevar,
given these assumptions and the results presented. modeling indicates that the
proposed project would cause the Sea elevation to fall to —342 feet (Trom the current
elevation of -227.8 Teet in 2030, This would constinute abowt a 1 7-feol dropover 30
wears. | Mote that the water surface elevation is projected o continue o fall
approximately 5 more feet, 1o an elevation of -249.7 feel msl, over the next 45 years.}

The corresponding decrease under the Baseline is ned stased in the paragraph. but the
meadeled elevation appears from Figure 3.0-1 10 be sbout =233 1t msl, about a 5- R
drop. Thus, the difference between the project and no action is about 12 feet over 30

years, The project would more than éoublz the rate of elevation decline. The rate of
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Letter - R5
Page 15

Response to Comment R5-57
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology /7 Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-58
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology/7 Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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decline 15 BT AND Pecatse the baseline contans inherent urkeriunty amd 15 based
wn i number of sssumptions that may be either incomect or represent a worst case
seenanio for the Sea, However, 11 the basehine 1 incorrect. the tolal decline in the Sea
serll rerikann Clode W thal descrbed o D Proect. I'lag, 1 F mnessures e aken o
reduce the rate of the Sea’s decling vnder the Mo Action Allermative, and the Sea
dechnes by only twor feet over 30 years, that would not affect the asswmptiors of the
project, wheeh shaver that the Sea would still decline rapadly within the frst 30 years,
By assamirg the worst casz forthe taseline, the relative project imepacts have been
minimized :n the EIRELS.

The EIR/ELS incorrectly ignores (he effects of an mereased e of decline in
chewatean on he Sea. This showlld be described as i \if_ll.i:'il.'.'lll' ampacl Ereiviesg ok
saeniNcantly acealerates the severe impasits to the Sea that shoald be deseribed under
other resource chaplers in the docwment (for example. recreanon, hology, and
aesthetics] and makes restoratoon of the Sea nearly impossaible

44,

Il-1z200

Halbon Sea
witter
quality
Impacts

Acrapid decrease in inflow would result in a rapid decrease in volume and elevation of
the Sea and would greatly acoelerate the increase in salimity of the Seain the model, TF
the assumpdions of the Mo Action Aliernative overcstimate the impacts of noaction,
the resultamt effects of the propect would appesr much more sypnificant, However,
even if the no netion assumptions were necepled, the progect would greatly accelernte
the imcrease in salinity of the Sea relative w no action; for this reason, the impacts of
the propect on water quabity should be consmdered sigmihicant, Thess mnpacts ane
primarily related to selinity, but any other contaminans, such as selenium and TSS,
would alse become concentrated. Therefore, additicnal water quality impacts that ane
ot neddressed in the EIRVELR should be addressed, These include effects on
circulation and mixing. dissolved oxygen, temperature, nitrogen and sulfur speciarion,
biclegical activity and chemical precipitation. and pathogens, among others, The
contimued viahility of the Sea as an agricaliueal drain might he ultimately affected if
1he Sea cannot process the wastswater drained 1o,

The EIRELS does not discuss the restoration program. bat by accelerating the decline
im water quality of the Sea, the project woeald have sigmifcant impacis on the
restoration program. The discussion of water queality impacts showld indicate that
these impacts would ecour

By focusing the discussion of water quality impacts on selenium ard
herbicides/pesticides. the EIR/ELS rather ingenucus!y avoids the more difficult
evalumiion of the impacts that would actually oceur,

45,

12105 -

Lig

Impact BR - 1 through Impact BR - 7

The current evaleation of the potential impacts of the wazer transfer on varnous Lower
Colorado Region (LOR)Y wetlands and weilamd associated habits assumes than
restoration of habitat would compensate for direct habitat loss. However, there is no
documemation that restoration will azteally anraen birds. Beep arcas with shallow
water are particidarly important for black rails (Evens et al. 1991 Fleses and
Eddleman 1993; Eddlemanr ¢4 al. 19948) in the LCR and Salton Sea area, and the
dechine of Back rails m this regon s likely the resalt of speps baang eliminand
[|\I|‘|u¥h |:|E‘|:|||£: of canals and pun'li'!-iug {I:..v¢|!:_-. e al, 19071y Crusremt :n:nill,:pd wiellands
o the LR and Sulvon Sei anca have few black ranls, gprobably Decause wiler levels m
raraged wetlands around the Sea are maintained ardeeper levels than black rails
peefer, and mainiainieg very shallow water on marsh sites is difficel (Eddleman e al.
1oRa), IF mitiganon projects are sor sococssful, impacts an eails and other species
ety be significant.

i

Tmpact BR - 10 Reduced Flows in Dirains and Impact BR - 14 Installation of
Secpape Recovery Svstems

Breduced Mews in deains that result in smaller and fewer seeps will likely significantly
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Response to Comment R5-59
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 3 of this
Final EIR/EIS: HydrologyJ Development of the Baseline;
Biology 7 Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy; and
Other/[J Relationship Between the Proposed Project and Salton Sea
Restoration Project.

Response to Comment R5-60
Your comment is noted. The previous Draft EIR/EIS has been revised
so that the design of the mitigation backwaters will take into
consideration the habitat requirements of the rail species. The change
is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.2 under Section 4.2,
Text Revisions.

Response to Comment R5-61
There are no recent records of black rails drain habitats within the 11D
Service Area that are dominated by tamarisk and common reed. The
amount and composition of existing vegetation in the drains is not
expected to change appreciably under the Proposed Project. Surveys
for black rails will be conducted as part of the HCP. If black rails are
found using drain habitats, the species-specific habitat requirements will
be incorporated into the design and management of the managed
marshes. Considering that substantial changes in drain vegetation are
not expected, the low probability for black rail occurrence in the drains,
and the existence of a mitigation, monitoring and adaptive management
program to address black rails, it was determined that this species
would not be significantly adversely affected by the Proposed Project.

Seepage communities in the Project Area are limited to a few areas
along the All American Canal and the East Highline Canal. Water
conservation activities under the Proposed Project would not affect the
seepage communities along the All American Canal. Installation of
seepage recovery systems are proposed along the East Highline Canal
as part of the Proposed Project. These seepage communities consist of
diverse plant species, but arrowweed, common reed, and tamarisk are
the most common species, with mesquite, cattails, and a few
cottonwoods present in some areas. These communities do not provide
suitable habitat conditions for black rails. Therefore, no impacts to black
rails are anticipated from installation of seepage recovery systems
along the East Highline Canal.
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alfect black rmlbs, as kas ulrtﬁd:. bheen documented far the sepwm |f\'l’:l:..~ epal. 1901

47,

Llapact BR - 26 Water quality chonges in the drains and impacts on sensitive
species

The draft EIRJELS suggests selenium levels will rise in the drains and this could affeer
clapper ranls (a5 well 35 other species): the plan seggests thar implemennng the HCT
would reduce this potzntial to less than significant. However, no seppost is given that
Digads wll sctually mwwve torprotectod arcas, Thes needs o be sddeessed.

4.

Lot
ia
T

Impact HCP-BR-32 Creation of manaped marsh habitat would beneft wildlife
associated with drain habitat.

Creation of marsh habitat is anticipased o take 15 years o complene. but water
transfer would take place ina much shorter time frame, The draft EIRSELS needs o
eviluaie how the imtervid betwesn when waler is tamsfomed and when marshes e
created will affect wildlife, Most animals canne waat L5 vears

49,

Impact BR-41. Reduced Dreain Flow Could Affect Wetlands Dominated by
CaotlailBulrush Vegelation, This does nol discuss how the habita s med 1o the
groundwater, which could be influenced by the Sea elevanon. While inflows may nol
change, the dynamics of the groundwater table may be influerced, which could affect
the heshih and viabality of the specie:

50,

32-118

Impact BR-42 Reduced Sea elevation could affect the acreage of adjacent
wllamds dominated by tansarisk and shoreline strand,

The drafl EIREIS suggests that ne significant impacts will occur despitz the potential
loss oof mech af the vepetanon associated with the ripana 2one, which would impede
the e of wildlife nuesery ates (see 32 42 Sigmifinnee Cnteria Deaft FIRTIE)
c:;-l-;;niul uamrbird:. :|-,‘:s||pd H1 3 | :_~'.i|=:. ﬂh‘mg the Salwon Sea oy LO0G {.‘:hl:fﬂrd ef al.
20000, much ol which ovewrsed i Tomserin, Water levels under the prapsmsad progeet
wainhd umdoubtedly deop Gister than Taoreris would colonioe, which could
sagnificantly affect colomal bresders

ir 138

Impact BR-42 Reduced Seo clevation could affect the ncrcage of odjncent
wetlands dominated by tamarisk and shoreline strand, This s hsled as less than
stpmificant becawse “no special-siatus species depend on amarisk.” Thes is nol tres
Tarcughout the southwest, research is finding that where native vegetation 1s being
oul-competed by bmarisk, birds (noably te soubwestern willow Mycwichert e
adapting ko tamarisk. Giranted, it 15 maf iccal habitat, but it is prowiding 2 faenctiomn for
thas protected species. This point is also expressed on page 3245 - "Rad species
potentially using tamarisk serub and other ripasian habitat include vellow warbler,
seathwesiern willow flycarzher..™" Likewise, Section 2347 of the HOP recogniees
that tamarisk is the primary riparian vegetation and s impontant in that le. Given
Ut colusisigatiaon ol GJLwn.rA] shoreline woald ivon occwn as Tast as thae devwdowin, o,
as acknowledge in the discussion, soil saliniy may prevent colonization alang
exposed shoreline, the impact should be recognized as significant, ot least during the
short-term. (Per CEQ.—\. there ixa mmﬂ:llur_v !-:mding, of xi_q_nil':n.':nu.".' fur il:l;xw[u (e

lnzbuat of Tsted species [ 1306530

F2-141 o
148

Impacts BH-43 & 45,

The analysis for salinity does ot assess the increase in salinity that could occur from
the physical process of a smaller Sea size. Specifically. a smaller sime could be subject
1 more mixing throughout the swater column from wind and other ¢limatic evens
This could disturb Seabed sediment 2nd stiv up salinity, selemiom, insecticides. booen,
ard nuirients on the Sea bottom, thereby speading up the time mowhech chemical
threshelds are exceeded.

23

3214
148

Impacis BR-43 & 45.

Selewium, insocticides, buroa, and mutricnt loads could likely affect mvenielates.

This is not discussed or disproved,

54,

12141

Impact BR - 44. Changes in the invertebrate community could affect shorebirds
and other waterbirds

Drrafi EIRYELS suggesis that a less then significam impact will ecowr to shorehind s and
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Response to Comment R5-62

The approach to the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy is to create an
equivalent amount of managed marsh habitat as the acreage of
vegetation currently supported in the drainage system. The size of the
managed marsh would be adjusted to offset the reduction in
reproductive output that could result Project-related increases in
selenium in the drains. The managed marsh habitat would be of much
better quality than drain vegetation as explained in Section 3.5 of the
HCP. In the drainage system, water quality would decline slightly but
the nature and extent of vegetation would not be expected to change
substantially. An analysis of the potential effects of water quality
changes and the resultant effects on species using drain habitat is
provided in the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP. This analysis shows a small
potential effect on reproductive productivity. Thus, under the Proposed
Project, habitat availability in the drains would remain similar to existing
conditions, but some species could experience slightly lower
reproductive success.

With the creation of the managed marsh, individuals currently using the
drainage system could move to exploit the new habitat, in which case
these individuals would not experience any adverse effects.
Alternatively, they could stay in the drains, but juveniles produced by
individuals in the drains or in other marsh habitats (e.g., the refuges)
could colonize the managed marsh. Although individuals remaining in
the drains could experience reduced reproductive success relative to
the No Project condition, the overall species population would increase
because of colonization of the managed marsh. In short, the managed
marsh would be expected to support an equivalent or greater number of
individuals as are currently in the drains and thereby increase the
overall population.

The ultimate location of the managed marsh mitigation would be
determined by the HCP IT, with approval from USFWS and CDFG. One
of the site selection criteria would be proximity to known populations of
Yuma clapper rails (e.g., next to refuge lands). The intent of this
criterion is to improve the probability of rapid colonization by rails.
Because survey results suggest that clapper rail abundance is highest
in managed marsh on the refuges, it is a reasonable expectation that
colonization of the mitigation sites would occur. As described in Chapter
4 of the HCP, the monitoring program specified for clapper rails and
other covered species would confirm use of the managed marsh
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Response to Comment R5-62 (continued)
mitigation sites by these species. If the results of the monitoring suggest that clapper rails are not using the sites at expected levels, the adaptive management component of the HCP
would provide the mechanism for management adjustments to increase the attractiveness of the sites to rails and other covered species.

Response to Comment R5-63
Under the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy, managed marsh would be created in 3 phases and could take up to 15 years to be completed. Creation of managed marsh addresses
potential impacts of 1ID's covered activities on covered species using drain habitat, not effects to covered species at the Salton Sea. The primary potential impact to covered species in
the drains relate to 1ID's O&M activities rather than effects attributable to water conservation (see Section 3.5 of the HCP). To the extent that species have colonized and use drain
habitats, they have done so coincident with 1ID's O&M activities that have been ongoing for nearly 100 years. Water conservation could affect some species through changes in water
quality and small changes in plant species composition. Any such changes would occur gradually over a period of about 20 years as the water conservation and transfer program ramps
up; this is about the same temporal scale over which the managed marsh would be created.

Response to Comment R5-64
The relative contribution of drain flows, groundwater levels, and the water surface elevation of the Salton Sea in determining the characteristics and extent of the 133-acre parcel on the
northwestern portion of the sea and the 17-acre parcel at the Wister Unit is uncertain. Potentially, the surface elevation of the Sea maintains groundwater levels or backs up drain water
so as to create the two parcels designated as adjacent wetland areas dominated by cattails and bulrush. If true, then a decline in the Sea elevation could cause changes in the location,
extent or species composition of the adjacent wetlands. Precisely what changes might occur cannot be predicted. Potentially, the adjacent wetland could move downslope as the Sea
elevation declines. In the case of the 133-acre parcel on the northwestern portion of the Sea, the extent of cattail/bulrush vegetation could increase as drain flows increase in the CVWD
Service Area.

Regardless of the exact interplay between drain flows, groundwater levels, and the surface elevation of the Sea, the Proposed Project would not cause changes in the extent, location or
composition of the adjacent wetlands beyond those that would occur under the No Action alternative.

Response to Comment R5-65
As described in the DEIR/EIS, Shuford et al. (2000) reported that most of the 21 colonial bird nest sites were concentrated near the Whitewater River mouth at the north end of the Sea
or between and including the New and Alamo River deltas along the southeastern shoreline. Under the Proposed Project, the rivers would continue to flow to the sea and provide fresh
water that would maintain tamarisk along the banks of the rivers. Thus, trees and large shrubs in the deltas and at the river mouth that are used by herons, egrets, and other bird
species for communal rookeries would persist.

Some colonial nest sites are located in or near areas designated as shoreline strand. Existing areas of shoreline strand could be lost as the surface elevation of the Sea recedes
although, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS, it is uncertain whether and to what degree shoreline strand communities would be affected as the surface elevation of Sea declines. The
surface elevation of the Salton Sea is projected to decline with or without implementation of the water conservation and transfer project, and if shoreline strand areas are sensitive to the
surface elevation of the Salton Sea, changes in the extent of shoreline strand would take place irrespective of the Proposed Project. Therefore, potential changes in shoreline strand
and adjacent wetlands were considered a less than significant impact.

The Proposed Project also includes implementation of the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy of the HCP. Under the HCP, 11D would supply water to the Salton Sea such that the salinity
did not exceed 60 ppt until 2030. As described in the Master Response for Biology 7 Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS, supplying
this water to the Sea would maintain the surface elevation at a higher level than would be the case in the absence of the Proposed Project. Maintaining a higher surface elevation
means that any changes in the extent of shoreline strand potentially occurring as the surface elevation declines would be delayed, so the habitat values of these areas would be
maintained longer than would be the case under the No Action Alternative. Furthermore, after 2030, 11D would monitor shoreline strand and adjacent wetland areas and compensate for
net changes relative to existing conditions by acquiring or creating native tree habitat. Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no compensation for reduction in the acreage of
shoreline strand and adjacent wetlands. Therefore, relative to the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would have beneficial effects.
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Response to Comment R5-66
As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, there is uncertainty regarding changes that will occur in the amount of tamarisk scrub habitat adjacent to the Salton Sea as the elevation of the Sea
declines. Approximately 293 acres of tamarisk (also known as saltcedar) scrub shoreline strand habitat could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, out of a total 7,554 acres of
tamarisk scrub habitat in the Project Area (roughly 4 percent). Tamarisk scrub is poor quality habitat, and the migratory songbird species potentially using tamarisk scrub in the project
area find optimal habitat in native riparian communities of mesquite bosque. If monitoring shows a net reduction in the amount of tamarisk scrub adjacent to the Sea, 11D would create or
acquire native tree habitat to replace the net loss of tamarisk. Given the relatively small amount of tamarisk scrub habitat that likely would be affected under the Proposed Project, and
the compensation requirement for net loss of tamarisk scrub with native tree habitat, impacts to migratory species associated with tamarisk scrub are not expected to be significant.

A short-term reduction could have significant impacts if tamarisk scrub habitat is a limiting factor for a species. Tamarisk scrub is an invasive, non-native plant that provides poor habitat
quality for wildlife. Given its abundance in the Project Area (more than 7,000 acres quantified) and poor quality, it is not likely to be a limiting factor for any wildlife species, and a short-
term reduction would not be expected to result in population-level effects.

Response to Comment R5-67
Although it is true that a smaller Sea would be shallower and subject to more thorough water-column mixing, it is not necessarily true that a smaller Sea will result in greater exposure to
toxic constituents. The Sea has always been relatively shallow and very thoroughly wind-mixed. Historical descriptions of the basic limnology of the Sea have always emphasized that
primary characteristic (e.g., Thiery, 1994; Arnal, 1961). The surface area for wind energy (length of fetch) will be reduced in a smaller Sea, which will act to offset effects of decreased
water depth on sediment resuspension from wind-driven currents. However, should enhanced water movement over sediments occur, they will actually be beneficial in that they will
disrupt bottom water anoxia and subsequent fish kills that now occur during some summer periods, and will keep sediment toxins more oxygenated and in a more sediment-bound state,
rather than redissolved and remobilized (as may be expected in deeper, quieter, less oxygenated waters).

Response to Comment R5-68
The loads of these toxic and nutrient constituents do not directly cause detrimental impacts. Rather, it is through increased concentrations that effects could occur. In the case of
pesticides, conservation alternatives are expected to reduce both load and concentrations in the Sea. Selenium concentrations are predicted to remain low in the sea, through natural
uptake and sedimentation processes.

Instead, the major impacts to the Sea are expected through the gradual increase in salinity (rather than individual constituent concentrations). The entire community is expected to shift
in dominant members. These effects far outweigh any effects due to possible enhanced exposure to resuspended sediments which may contain selenium, boron, or pesticides. As
discussed in the response to Comment R5-67, more consistent wind-driven aeration of surface sediments would tend to keep toxic constituents in a sediment-bound and less toxic state
than under conditions of more frequent anoxia.

Nutrient loads would be reduced and the balance altered (more nitrogen, less phosphorus in input concentrations) under conservation alternatives. Regardless, environmental effects of
any increased nutrient resuspension through enhanced mixing of surface sediments would be through enhanced microbial and algal growth rates. There is no known quantitative link
between those growth rates and expected detrimental impacts to invertebrates other than as anoxia. The frequency of sediment anoxia is expected to be reduced in a shallower, more
wind-mixed sea.

Response to Comment R5-69
It is acknowledged that the current level of use of Mono Lake and the Salton Sea by certain species of birds differs. The reasons for the differences, however, are uncertain, and it is not
appropriate to conclude that because a particular species currently uses Mono Lake at a low level, it will therefore use the Salton Sea at a low level when the sea transitions to a system
dominated by halotolerant invertebrates. The level of use of a particular resource by a particular species is influenced by many factors, of which the composition of the food resource is
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Response to Comment R5-69 (continued)
only one factor. The comparison of use of Mono Lake by various bird species that also use the Salton Sea was intended to show that: 1) many species using the Salton Sea can and do
find food at Mono Lake, and 2) a transition to a more saline environment would not be expected to eliminate the Salton Sea as an important migratory stopover for birds.

Exactly how the vertebrate and invertebrate communities of the Salton Sea will respond to increases in salinity, and in turn how birds will respond, cannot be predicted. Despite
historical differences, Mono Lake and the Great Salt Lake provide the best examples of what the Salton Sea might look like as its salinity increases. Migratory bird use of both of these
lakes is very high, suggesting that migratory bird use will continue to be high at the Salton Sea. The exact species composition and relative abundance of migratory birds using the
Salton Sea probably will change over time as food resources change at the Sea and bird populations respond to factors in other portions of their ranges. It is important to recognize that
the composition and abundance of birds at the Salton Sea have historically fluctuated and transitioned over time. For example, black skimmers were unknown at the Salton Sea until
1972, but since then the population nesting at the sea has increased considerably. Double-crested cormorants nested at the sea in small numbers until 1999, when a large breeding
colony became established on Mullet Island. Use of the Salton Sea by migrating and wintering white pelicans appears to have been low until the 1980s, after which the number of birds
using the Sea increased.

Under both the No Action and Proposed Project, the salinity of the Sea will increase, resulting in transitions in the aquatic vertebrate and invertebrate communities and in the avian

community exploiting these resources. There is no basis for assuming that biological resources of the Salton Sea would respond in a qualitatively different manner to increased salinity
under the Proposed Project than under No Action conditions.
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